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free trade agreements without a deal 
on TAA. But this will require my Re-
publican colleagues to come to the 
table and agree on a package. We have 
seen what unfair trade deals such as 
NAFTA and PNTR with China and 
CAFTA do to communities in Ohio and 
around the Nation. These are Ameri-
cans who lost their jobs, lost their pen-
sions, lost their health care—maybe all 
three—when the company they worked 
for moved operations overseas or went 
to bankruptcy court or faced a reduc-
tion in demand for their products due 
to unfair foreign competition. 

These Americans need TAA to get 
back on solid footing. These Americans 
need Congress to defend against unfair 
trade and to strengthen trade enforce-
ment. There are several trade enforce-
ment measures that Senator 
MCCASKILL and Senator WYDEN and I 
and others have introduced, and I hope 
they will garner bipartisan support in 
this Chamber. 

Senator BLUNT, Senator MCCASKILL, 
and I testified in front of the Trade 
Subcommittee that Senator WYDEN 
chaired the other day and talked about 
some of these ideas and how to address 
them bipartisanly. 

TAA has been a core pillar of U.S. 
trade policy. It has long enjoyed bipar-
tisan support because it helps Amer-
ican workers who lose their jobs and 
their financial security as a result of 
globalization. 

I thank Senator CASEY, Senator 
STABENOW, Senator BAUCUS, and Sen-
ator WYDEN for their leadership on 
trade adjustment assistance—language 
in getting this legislation put forward. 

Just the fairness of this: Again, put 
yourself—something we do not do 
enough here—in the shoes of a worker 
in Champaign, IL, or Boulder, CO, or 
Mansfield, OH, a worker who shows up 
for work for 15 years, who has been a 
productive worker, helped his company 
make money, was paid a middle-class, 
decent wage, and then all of a sudden 
their plant shuts down because the jobs 
are outsourced to China. They did not 
do anything wrong. Are we going to do 
nothing to help them? Are we going to 
do nothing to help their communities? 

It is pretty clear to me, the over-
whelming consensus of the American 
people say: Give them the opportunity 
to get training for another job if we 
cannot save their jobs. Give them some 
assistance on health insurance so they 
can reach into their pocket, with some 
assistance through a significant tax 
credit, to continue the insurance for 
their families. It will mean many of 
them will not lose their homes. Far too 
many people who lose their jobs then 
lose their health insurance and then 
lose their homes. 

We have an opportunity actually to 
do something about this. So the Presi-
dent was exactly right. Do not bring 
these three free trade agreements— 
with Colombia, Panama, and South 
Korea—to the floor until we have first 
taken care of the workers who lose 
their jobs—not at the same time be-

cause we know what happens when we 
try to do that. All of a sudden, the as-
sistance for workers gets jettisoned. 
But it must be done first to help these 
workers with their health insurance 
and with their retraining. 

It will matter for literally hundreds 
of thousands, perhaps millions of 
American families. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-

sistant majority leader. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, first, let 

me salute my colleague from Ohio for 
bringing up trade adjustment assist-
ance. Because even if you are a pro-
ponent of expanding trade in the 
United States, you know the ebb and 
flow of the economy is going to take 
away some jobs in this country as 
other suppliers arrive. 

What the Senator from Ohio and the 
Senator from Oregon, RON WYDEN, are 
trying to achieve is to make sure trade 
adjustment assistance is there to help 
these workers make a transition to an-
other job in another area that is ex-
panding in our economy. That is the 
thoughtful thing to do for their lives 
and the future of our economy. It is 
also a necessary part of any conversa-
tion about the future of trade in the 
United States. 

f 

INTERCHANGE FEE REFORM 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak about the effect of interchange 
fee reform on small banks and credit 
unions. 

Interchange fees are not well known 
by most Americans. They are known as 
swipe fees or interchange fees, and they 
reflect the amount of money that is 
paid to a bank each time you use that 
bank’s credit or debit card. You do not 
know it as a consumer that you are 
being charged extra when you buy 
something in a store, but prices are 
higher because that fee is being paid to 
the bank every time you swipe the 
card. 

Who establishes that fee? You would 
assume the bank does, but it is not so. 
The fee that is charged every time you 
swipe a card is established by the cred-
it card companies. The big giants Visa 
and MasterCard decide exactly how 
much that fee will be. And you ask 
yourself: Well then, what voice does a 
merchant or a retailer have in how 
much that fee is going to be on each 
transaction? 

And the answer is virtually no voice. 
It is a price-fixing mechanism where 
Visa and MasterCard, the major credit 
card companies, establish the inter-
change or swipe fee to be paid to each 
bank, credit union, or financial institu-
tion that issues the credit or debit 
card. 

It is a lot of money. Each month in 
America—just on debit cards now— 
each month in America, they collect 
about $1.3 billion in transactions where 
people use debit cards. Now, remember, 
a debit card is like your checking ac-
count. You are drawing money directly 

out of your checking account to pay 
the merchant where you are doing 
business. It is not like a credit card 
where, in fact, they have to collect the 
money from you later. This is a situa-
tion where the money is taken directly 
out of your bank account. You would 
think, as with the use of checks in the 
old economy, this would be a low-cost 
transaction. And it should be. 

It used to be banks would process 
checks written to pay a restaurant or 
department store, charging pennies on 
the transaction—not a percentage of 
the transaction. 

Well, the Federal Reserve took a 
look at what is being charged for debit 
cards, where the money comes right 
out of your account. It turns out the 
average is about 40 cents a transaction. 
We asked them: Well, what is the rea-
sonable amount that should be charged 
if you are going to take into account 
exactly how much it costs a bank to 
process a debit card transaction? They 
said it was closer to 10 or 12 cents. 

So merchants and retailers across 
America, on every single transaction 
involving a debit card, are paying an 
inflated amount of swipe fee or inter-
change fee, and most of those fees go to 
the largest banks in America. You see, 
almost 60 percent of all the debit card 
transactions really focus on three 
major banks. That would be Bank of 
America, Wells Fargo, and Chase. So 
there is a lot of money to be made in 
this business as long as they are using 
the debit cards and getting the swipe 
fees. 

We put in a new law last year which 
said the Federal Reserve should estab-
lish what is a reasonable and propor-
tional amount to be charged for the 
interchange fee for debit cards. As I 
told you, the initial investigation sug-
gested it is around 10 cents; and the ac-
tual charge is 40 cents. 

Now, these banks that are about to 
lose these major interchange fee re-
ceipts are very upset about it because 
as of July 21, the new law will go into 
effect which will bring the fee down to 
a reasonable and proportional level. So 
they are fighting this with tooth and 
nail. Today, I was at a breakfast here 
on Capitol Hill, and a group of lobby-
ists were there, and one came up to me 
and said: DURBIN, your fight on the 
interchange fee has more lobbyists 
working in Washington than any other 
issue, on both sides of the issue. I said: 
I understand that. That was not my 
goal. 

My goal is really to help the mer-
chants, retailers, and consumers. You 
see, when retailers are in a competitive 
atmosphere—if it is one gas station 
across the street from another—then 
saving 30 cents on a transaction can 
really be part of a decision by a re-
tailer to lower prices to become more 
price competitive in a competitive free 
market atmosphere. That is what I am 
looking for. I want the consumers to be 
the ultimate winners. I want retailers 
and merchants to be treated fairly. 

Incidentally, for the record, what is 
the debit card interchange fee charged 
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by Visa- and MasterCard-issuing banks 
in Canada? It is zero—zero. There is no 
interchange fee in Canada because the 
government there said: We are not 
going to stand for this. You are really 
ripping off merchants, retailers, and 
consumers. We will not let you do it. 

The same thing happened in Europe. 
They brought down the interchange 
fees to dramatically lower levels. 

Well, in the United States the battle 
is on. If you had to pick a group with 
the lowest level of credibility when it 
comes to this institution or Congress— 
maybe even the American people—I 
guess next to politicians, you would 
have to say big banks, particularly the 
big banks that were bailed out by our 
Federal Government when they made a 
mess of things a few years back. So the 
big banks that issued the debit cards 
cannot come in here and lobby for 
themselves. The credit card companies 
themselves do not enjoy a very good 
reputation here either. Consumers 
know what a tough time it is to pay off 
those bills and the fine print they have 
to deal with in their contracts. 

So what these groups have done—the 
credit card companies and big banks— 
is to enlist small banks and credit 
unions to come and appeal to us, say-
ing: We are in your city and commu-
nity and the Durbin amendment can 
hurt us. What they do not say is the 
law we passed specifically exempts— 
specifically exempts—all banks and 
credit unions with a valuation lower 
than $10 billion. 

So of the 7,000 or 8,000 credit unions 
in America, how many have a valu-
ation over $10 billion? Three. How 
many banks out of the 7,000 or 8,000 
have a valuation over $10 billion? Less 
than 100. So we are talking about 100 
institutions that will be affected by 
this law; and the others are exempt. 

I rise today to speak about the effect 
of this interchange fee reform on these 
small banks and credit unions. Re-
cently, the banking industry and some 
bank regulators have claimed that the 
small issuer exemption—the $10 billion 
exemption—in last year’s reform law 
may not work. The banking industry 
people said there are market forces 
that could undermine it. They are 
wrong. I respect their right to specu-
late on what might happen when re-
form takes place. But in response, I 
point out they simply have not pro-
vided any evidence to back up their 
claims. 

In fact, all the hard evidence about 
the interchange system leads to the op-
posite conclusion: that interchange re-
form will give small banks and credit 
unions competitive advantages against 
the bigger banks. 

This is not just my conclusion. It is 
the conclusion of prominent econo-
mists and industry analysts such as 
Andrew Kahr, who the ‘‘Frontline’’ pro-
gram profiled as one of the creators of 
the modern card industry, the plastic 
card industry, and former IMF Chief 
Economist Simon Johnson. In a recent 
online survey, even 60 percent of the 

American Banker’s subscription-paying 
readers agreed that interchange reform 
will help small banks. 

So the Members who come to the 
floor and say: Oh, this terrible rule 
change that exempts banks with less 
than $10 billion in assets is going to 
hurt them, they are not only wrong on 
the facts, they are wrong in public 
opinion. 

The key point to remember is that 
the debit interchange system is not a 
properly functioning market. The 
interchange system has been designed 
in a way so normal market forces do 
not apply. No transparency. No com-
petition. 

Last year, a bipartisan majority of 
my colleagues recognized reform need-
ed to take place, and after years of 
studies and hearings, it became clear 
the interchange system was not going 
to cure itself. It was broken and unfair. 
The system was structured to avoid 
normal competitive market forces. 

Andrew Martin of the New York 
Times summarized the debit inter-
change system in his January 2010 ex-
pose. This is what he said: 

Competition, of course, usually forces 
prices lower. But for payment networks like 
Visa and MasterCard, competition in the 
card business is more about winning over 
banks that actually issue the cards than con-
sumers who use them. 

Visa and MasterCard set the fees mer-
chants must pay the cardholder’s bank, and 
higher fees mean higher profits for banks, 
even if it means that merchants and retail-
ers have to shift the cost to consumers. 

Martin went on to quote Ronald 
Congemi. He is the former CEO of the 
Star debit network, who talked about 
his network’s struggle to compete with 
Visa. 

Mr. Congemi said: 
What we witnessed was truly a perverse 

form of competition. They competed on the 
basis of raising prices. What other industry 
do you know that gets away with that? 

James Miller, former Director of 
OMB and Chairman of the Federal 
Trade Commission under President 
Ronald Reagan, elaborated on this in a 
recent op-ed article titled ‘‘The Debit 
Card Market Is Broken and Needs Fix-
ing Now.’’ 

Here is what he wrote: 
Under this dysfunctional system, the net-

works’ competitive incentives are to raise 
fees rather than to reduce them. One net-
work raises its fees higher than the other to 
encourage banks to issue their cards. Then, 
soon after, the other network raises its fees 
for the same reason. The result is rapidly es-
calating fees. . . . This broken system would 
not survive were it not for the fact that Visa 
and MasterCard represent a combined 90 per-
cent of the debit market. . . . Merchants are 
powerless to negotiate and can’t take their 
business elsewhere, so they are left with no 
choice but to pay. 

In short, interchange is an abnormal 
market which has no naturally occur-
ring market force to hold fees in check. 
Visa and MasterCard want as many of 
their debit cards to be swiped as pos-
sible. That is how they make their 
money. By raising interchange rates 
that merchants must pay to banks, the 

card companies entice banks to issue 
more cards. Merchants cannot refuse 
Visa and MasterCard and they cannot 
negotiate with them, so they are stuck 
with what they have to pay. 

Last year, Congress decided we can 
no longer simply trust Visa and 
MasterCard to fix interchange fees 
however they wanted. We agreed there 
should be reasonable constraints placed 
on the card networks to prevent them 
from using their market dominance to 
set unreasonably high fees on behalf of 
the Nation’s biggest banks. We passed 
a law that said, when Visa and 
MasterCard fix fee rates on behalf of 
banks with over $10 billion in assets, 
the rates, according to the Federal Re-
serve, must be reasonable and propor-
tional to the amount it actually costs 
the banks to process the transaction. 

Congress did not have the informa-
tion about how much it actually cost 
big banks to process transactions. The 
banks always kept that secret, even 
from the Government Accountability 
Office. So we directed the Federal Re-
serve to gather the information on the 
cost and put out a rule implementing 
the reasonable proportional standard. 
That is under way right now. The Fed-
eral Reserve believes they will report 
this rule toward the first part of June, 
and it will go in effect July 21. 

When it comes to small issuers, we 
said they are exempt. This means Visa 
and MasterCard can continue to fix 
interchange rates on behalf of small 
banks and credit unions in an unregu-
lated environment such as they do 
today. It is status quo for them. 

Some people might say: Why would 
you let the credit unions and small 
community banks charge a higher rate 
to swipe the debit card then the big 
banks? You can make the argument 
that if you are going to protect con-
sumers at every level, it should affect 
every institution. But we specifically 
exempted community banks and credit 
unions with valuations below $10 bil-
lion, believing that those community 
banks deserve a break and a helping 
hand. They have not shown much grati-
tude for that exemption. 

Under the reform law, the only way 
small issuer interchange rates would 
change is if Visa and MasterCard de-
cide to change them. And Visa and 
MasterCard have no incentive to volun-
tarily lower fee rates for small issuers. 
Remember, in the interchange market, 
Visa and MasterCard compete to raise 
fees to win bank business. They want 
to have high fees so banks issue more 
cards. 

If MasterCard decides to voluntarily 
lower its small bank rates, those banks 
are going to jump over and start 
issuing Visa cards. Does that make 
sense for either of those two credit 
card giants? Of course not. 

So why would the small-issuer ex-
emption not work? This is where some 
creative arguments have come into 
play. I wish to respond to those argu-
ments I have heard. 

First, claims have been made card 
networks will not maintain separate 
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tiers of interchange rates for big, regu-
lated issuers and smaller issuers. The 
facts do not support this. Visa, the 
dominant network, announced in Janu-
ary it would, in fact, operate a two- 
tiered system, exactly the opposite of 
what all the lobbyists for community 
banks and credit unions are saying on 
Capitol Hill. Visa has said they will re-
spect the interchange fee exemption 
for the smaller issuers. 

Other smaller debit networks have 
made the same announcement. The 
only company that has not is 
MasterCard, and they are expected to. 
Sure, the law does not require them to 
operate two-tiered systems, but the 
card networks will lose money if they 
do not. If networks want small banks 
to issue their debit cards, they have to 
offer interchange rate levels the small 
banks will be attracted to. 

Second argument. The American 
Bankers Association claimed last week 
that ‘‘having two different prices for 
exactly the same product—transaction 
processing—is not sustainable in a 
competitive marketplace.’’ 

But there is clear evidence to the 
contrary. Look at the current credit 
card market. According to GAO, in 
2009, Visa had 60 different credit card 
interchange prices; MasterCard had 243. 
A merchant that accepts Visa or 
MasterCard credit cards might be 
charged any number of different inter-
change fees, depending on whether it is 
a consumer or corporate card and the 
type of rewards program. 

If you have one of these frequent 
flyer cards, there may be a higher 
interchange fee that is going to be 
charged to the company—to the re-
tailer—where they accept your card. 
From the merchant’s standpoint, they 
treat it as exactly the same product. It 
is a credit card. But there are many 
different interchange prices that the 
merchant might get charged. 

Visa and MasterCard have sustained 
this multi-tiered pricing structure for 
years. The American Bankers Associa-
tion has to know that. Why would they 
state exactly the opposite? Because 
their biggest banks are the ones that 
are going to lose out if the consumers 
prosper under this new change. 

How have they been able to sustain 
this multi-tiered system, these card 
companies? Remember, the inter-
change system is not a normal com-
petitive market. In this case, card net-
works impose rules on every merchant 
that requires merchants to accept 
every card with a network logo on it. It 
means, if you are running a store in 
Springfield, IL, or Denver, CO, and 
someone shows up with a Visa card, 
you have signed a contact that says: I 
honor every card with Visa emblazoned 
on it put on the counter. Even though 
I pay a higher interchange fee as a re-
tailer if it is a big rewards card with 
frequent flyer miles, all the rest of it, 
you have got to take it. That is the 
contract law that binds these mer-
chants. 

Third, the American Bankers Asso-
ciation has claimed that if big bank 

debit fees are reduced, merchants will 
discriminate and find some way to get 
customers to use big bank debit cards 
instead of small issuer cards. If this 
claim were true, we would surely see 
some evidence of it today because of 
multi-tier pricing in credit card inter-
change. 

Let me give you an example. For su-
permarkets, a Visa credit card with no 
rewards program currently carries an 
interchange fee of 1.15 percent, more 
than 1 percent of what you purchase. 
That is the interchange fee if it is a 
simple Visa credit card, no rewards. 
But a Visa Signature Preferred rewards 
credit card has an interchange fee of 
almost twice that, 2.1 percent. 

By the ABA’s logic, supermarkets 
right now would be discriminating 
against rewards cards and steering cus-
tomers to nonrewards cards—but there 
is no evidence of that discrimination 
anywhere. I challenge the American 
Bankers Association to put up or shut 
up. If you have some evidence to the 
contrary, let’s see it. If you do not, re-
tract the specious claim. 

Why don’t merchants discriminate? 
The merchant community sent me a 
letter a few weeks ago explaining in de-
tail how they lack the contractual au-
thority, the practical ability, and the 
economic incentive to discriminate. I 
also wish to add a commonsense point. 
Most Americans only have one debit 
card. If a merchant tells a customer 
not to use his debit card because it was 
issued by a small bank, the customer 
would likely do one of two things, not 
purchase at all or pay with a credit 
card. Credit cards carry much higher 
interchange fees than debit cards. How 
then would discriminating against 
debit cards be in a merchant’s interest? 

When I talked to the merchants—like 
Wendy Chronister, who runs a whole 
slew of gas stations in central Illinois— 
took the business over from her dad, 
she is a great young woman execu-
tive—and she said: Senator, they put 
the plastic on the counter, we take it. 
If it clears, we move the transaction 
and move on to the next customer. We 
are not going to debate how many 
other cards you carry and where is the 
one with the lower interchange fees. 
We do not have time for it, and we are 
not going to put that kind of hassle on 
our customers. 

Fourth, some make the argument 
that the nonexclusivity provision of 
the reform law will clause small issuer 
exchange rates to go down. This non-
exclusivity provision is often mis-
understood. 

Until recent years, normally all debit 
cards were set up by banks so trans-
actions could be run over one of mul-
tiple debit networks. But in recent 
years, the dominant networks, particu-
larly Visa, have formed exclusive deals 
with big banks so transactions on the 
debit cards could only be run by one 
network. What they are trying to do— 
credit card companies are trying to 
do—is to monopolize the transactions 
as well as the cards. 

These exclusivity agreements are 
threatening to drive smaller debit net-
works out of business. This trend hurts 
competition and creates real barriers 
to entry for new networks. 

All the nonexclusivity provision in 
the new law says is that banks have to 
pick at least two unaffiliated card net-
works to enable on each debit card, and 
merchants get to choose which of those 
networks they want. 

You know what? I wish to say to my 
friends at the Wall Street Journal who 
write editorials saying what a bad idea 
interchange reform is: What we are 
talking about is something called com-
petition. For the biggest business 
newspaper in the United States, you 
would think they would support some-
thing such as this. 

Nonexclusivity is not new. Last 
month, the Pulse Network released its 
annual survey of debit card issuers. 
Pulse said that when it comes to this 
nonexclusivity requirement, many 
issuers are already compliant, and we 
have not seen any small bank inter-
change rates decline as a result. It is 
another smoke screen, a red herring. 

The nonexclusivity provision gives 
the Fed broad discretion to lay out 
guidelines to make it more effective. 
The Fed also gets to choose the effec-
tive date. In short, this provision is not 
the bogeyman that some have made it 
out to be and is simply a safeguard 
that will ensure that Visa does not be-
come the only debit network left in the 
market. 

What I have learned, after years of 
working on this complicated issue, is 
the following: Banks and credit unions 
will consistently oppose any type of re-
form. The American Bankers Associa-
tion is legendary—it represents the 
banking industry—and the Credit 
Union National Association, which rep-
resents the credit unions, both have 
statements on their Web sites making 
it clear that there is no regulation of 
the interchange system they will sup-
port. 

Senator Kit Bond of Missouri, now 
retired, and I tried to negotiate with 
the banks and credit unions in 2009. We 
were thinking about doing an amend-
ment to allow for greater interchange 
transparency and debit discounts. The 
banks and credit unions blasted a let-
ter of opposition out before we even 
drafted the amendment. 

Now, the opponents of my amend-
ment say what we need are 30 months 
to study this. Study it for what? I 
know where it is going to end up. We 
have been through this before. I have 
seen this movie. The American Bank-
ers Association and the Credit Union 
National Association, now marching in 
lockstep on issues, are going to oppose 
any reform. 

The entire financial industry is mak-
ing a killing on the current inter-
change system, to the tune of $1.3 bil-
lion a month. Do the math and figure 
out why this has every lobbyist in town 
working to defeat the Durbin amend-
ment—30 times 1.3. That is pretty close 
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to $40 billion that is at stake if the 
amendment to stop this Durbin change 
in the interchange fee system goes 
through. 

The change needs to go through. 
There is widespread consensus that we 
need to reform the interchange system 
to rein in Visa, MasterCard, and the 
biggest banks on Wall Street. I do not 
think anyone disagrees with that. In 
fact, I have seen polling across the 
country in every State, from virtually 
every political group—left, right, and 
center—where they overwhelmingly 
support interchange reform. 

The credit unions and community 
banks are selling a story which the 
public is not buying. In carrying out 
this reform, I have bent over backward 
to try to address small issuer concerns. 
I do not want small banks or credit 
unions forced out of the debit card 
market. That is why we exempted 
them. I want consumers to be able to 
bank at these institutions and use 
debit cards. 

I have tried to protect small banks 
and credit unions, even though they 
have made it clear they do not support 
any regulation of the system and even 
though they have fought me every step 
of the way. 

By exempting small issuers from fee 
regulation, we have left intact an 
interchange system that has worked 
quite well for small issuers, and that 
will almost certainly continue to work 
well. But let’s be clear. There is only 
one way we can provide these small 
issuers with an absolute, 100-percent 
guarantee that Visa and MasterCard 
will give them interchange rates they 
like. There is only one way to do it. 
That would be to regulate the rates 
Visa and MasterCard fix for small 
issuers and make sure they are appro-
priate. 

I am happy to explore that. I can al-
ready tell you the small issuers are 
going to push back on that imme-
diately. 

They want their cake and they want 
to eat it, too. They want no regulation. 
They want to be able to charge inter-
change fees that reach the heavens, 
and they don’t care what happens to 
merchants, retailers, or consumers. 

I think we have already taken care of 
small issuers with last year’s law, but 
if they have some suggestions on how 
to give even more assurance that Visa 
and MasterCard won’t set their rates at 
unsustainable levels, I will listen. 

But make no mistake, I will not sup-
port any delay or repeal of the overall 
interchange rulemaking because this 
will let the big banks and card net-
works off the hook. We are very close 
to finally reining in the abusive inter-
change system and providing help to 
consumers and merchants. We cannot 
let the big banks and credit card com-
panies avoid accountability yet again. 
They get away with too much. 

In closing, I strongly believe we need 
interchange reform. We need to bring 
fairness, competition, and trans-
parency to the broken debit system. I 

will work hard to make sure this re-
form happens soon. 

I would think the fact that the oppo-
nents of this are trying to stop it be-
fore the Fed issues a rule is an indica-
tion that they don’t even want to see 
what the rule looks like. Why? It is $1.3 
billion a month, that is why. Change 
will cost the big banks big money. 
That is why the credit card companies 
and banks on Wall Street are fighting 
this. 

I have always tried to approach this 
issue in a reasonable way, focusing on 
facts. I am always happy to engage 
with others who share this approach, 
even if they disagree with me. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES 

SPECIALIST JOSEPH CEMPER 
Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-

dent, I rise today to honor Army SPC 
Joseph Cemper who, while serving his 
country honorably, was killed on April 
16, 2011, by a suicide bomber at For-
ward Operating Base Gamberi in 
Nangarhar Province, Afghanistan. 

Following in the footsteps of his fa-
ther, SFC Eugene Cemper, Joe joined 
the Army in September 2009. The U.S. 
Army was their passion, and both of 
these individuals took great pride in 
serving their country. Joe served admi-
rably as a transportation management 
coordinator with the 101st Special 
Troops Battalion, 101st Sustainment 
Brigade of the 101st Airborne Division 
out of Fort Campbell, KY. He bravely 
earned the prestigious Bronze Star, as 
well as a Purple Heart and the Combat 
Action Badge. 

Joe grew up in Papillion, NE, where 
his grandparents continue to live, be-
fore moving with his immediate family 
to Warrensburg, MO, where he played 
football and was an accomplished high 
school wrestler. Joe was highly com-
petitive and energetic, yet always car-
ried a smile. He was a family man; his 
happiest times were when the family 
got together to spend time in the back-
yard barbecuing. Joe recently became a 
father himself when he and his high 
school sweetheart Abbie gave birth to a 
son, Liam, on March 15, 2011. 

SPC Joseph Cemper served his coun-
try honorably and made the ultimate 
sacrifice for his fellow Americans. His 
courageous choice to protect his coun-
try and help the people of Afghanistan 
achieve peace and security represents 
all that we can be proud of in our 
Armed Forces. I and all Nebraskans are 
proud to know that Joseph has been 
laid to rest in his native State of Ne-
braska. 

I commend SPC Joseph Cemper’s 
bravery and selflessness, while offering 
my deepest condolences to his fiancee 
Abbie; son Liam; mother Angie; father 
SFC Eugene Cemper; grandparents; 
brothers and sisters; friends; and fellow 
servicemembers he left behind. It is a 
small comfort for those who must now 
go on without one they loved so dearly, 
but they know that Specialist Cemper 

gave his life for a noble goal. I join all 
Nebraskans indeed, all Americans in 
mourning the loss of this fine young 
man. His heroism and his life will re-
main an inspiration for us all. 

f 

NATIONAL POLICE WEEK 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, six 
Louisiana law enforcement officers 
were killed in the line of duty this past 
year and will be recognized in Wash-
ington as part of the 49th annual com-
memoration of National Police Week. 
These brave officers made the ultimate 
sacrifice while serving their commu-
nities and are being honored for their 
courageous spirit and their unwavering 
commitment to serve and protect the 
citizens of Louisiana. I want to wel-
come their families and colleagues to 
our Nation’s Capital. 

Established in 1962, National Police 
Week provides an opportunity for us to 
reflect on our law enforcement officers’ 
contributions to building safe and pro-
ductive communities across the coun-
try. The events this week are a collabo-
rative effort to honor the service and 
sacrifice of America’s law enforcement 
community including the National Law 
Enforcement Officers Memorial Fund, 
NLEOMF, the Fraternal Order of Po-
lice, FOP, the Fraternal Order of Po-
lice Auxiliary, FOA, and the Concerns 
of Police Survivors, COPS. 

Thousands of law enforcement offi-
cers, supporters, and surviving family 
members of fallen officers will gather 
in Washington, DC, to honor the mem-
ory of their colleagues and loved ones 
at various events including, the Peace 
Officers Memorial Day Service at the 
U.S. Capitol and the National Police 
Survivors’ Conference. In addition, the 
names of our six Louisiana heroes will 
be engraved on the National Law En-
forcement Officers Memorial and for-
mally dedicated during the 23d Annual 
Candlelight Vigil. They will join a 
total of 158 U.S. law enforcement offi-
cers from around the country who gave 
the ultimate sacrifice in the line of 
duty last year. 

The following brave officers gave 
their lives to protect our Louisiana 
communities: Sergeant Thomas M. Al-
exander, Rayville Police Department; 
Captain Timothy J. Bergeron, 
Terrebonne Parish Sheriff’s Office; Of-
ficer Alfred L. Celestain, Sr., New Orle-
ans Police Department; Trooper Duane 
A. Dalton, Louisiana State Police; Ser-
geant Timothy C. Prunty, Shreveport 
Police Department; and Corporal Clo-
vis W. Searcy, Ouachita Parish Sher-
iff’s Office. 

In addition to honoring the fallen of-
ficers at National Police Week, law en-
forcement from around the country 
will gather this week to honor the he-
roes who continue to keep our commu-
nities safe. I am pleased to recognize 
one of Louisiana’s own, Trooper Thom-
as Wild of the New Orleans Police De-
partment, who will be honored at this 
year’s National Association of Police 
Organizations’, NAPO, 18th Annual 
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